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Faculty Salaries at California s Public Universities, 2003-04

Each December, the Commissionreviewsapreliminary report onthelag
betweenthesalariespaidtofaculty at theCaliforniaStateUniversity andthe
Univergty of Californiaandthoseprojectedtobepaidat each systemsgroup
of comparisoninstitutions. Thisreport presentspreliminary informationon
faculty s ariesattheStateUniversity andtheUniversty. Originally mandated
by Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 51 of the 1965 General Legidative
Session, theCommissionprovidessurvey dataannual ly tothe Governor and
L egidaturethatindi catesthepercentageincreasesinfaculty salariesthat will
benecessary toachieveparity inthebudget year.

Themethodol ogy usedto cal culatetheparity figurescons stsof twoprimary
elements: (1) thecompari soningtitutions; and(2) acomputational processthat
involvesthe weighting of several dataelementsby variousfactors. The
preliminary parity figuresfor both systemsarereported tothe Department of
Financeandthe Officeof theL egidativeAnayst during December of each
year. Thispreliminary reportissenttotheCommissioninFebruary, withafina
report producedinApril.

Thepreliminary parity figures projected for 2003-04 show alag of 12.0
percent in faculty salaries for the California State University and a lag
of 9.2 percent at the University of California, relativeto their respective
comparison institutions.

Presenter: Murray J. Haberman.
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Faculty Salaries at California’s
Public Universities, 2003-04

ANNUALLY, in accordance with Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 51 of
the 1965 Generd Legidative Sesson, the California State University and the
University of California submit to the California Postsecondary Education
Commission information on faculty salariesfor their respectiveingtitutionsand
for aset of comparison colleges and universities|ocated primarily outside of
Cdifornia

Onthisbas's, Commission staff devel ops estimates of the percentage changes
infaculty sdariesin Californiapublic universtiesthat will enable them to at-
tain parity with their respective comparison groupsin the forthcoming fiscal
year. Theseinitial parity figuresfor both systems are based on incomplete
datafrom the comparison ingtitutions. However, apreliminary estimate of
faculty salary parity must be reported to the Department of Finance and the
Office of the Legidative Analyst each December. A find report, with more
completeinformation will be brought before the Commission for adoption in
April andintimefor the Governor’ sMay Revise of the State Budget.

Thispreiminary report on faculty sdlary compensation isfor the current (2002-
03) and budget (2003-04) years. It containsabrief description of the meth-
odology employed to cal culate the parity percentages, and the faculty salary
increase trends over the past 22 years. Supplemental Budget Language
adopted by the L egidature in 1998 precludes changes in the methodol ogy
prior to the 2002-03 budget cycle. Because of thelengthy lead timesrequired
to develop the Governor’ s Budget, if any changesin the methodology are con-
templated for the 2004-05 cycle, discussions among the members of the
Commission’ s Faculty Salary Advisory Committee should beginin the spring
or summer of 2003.

A summary of themethodol ogy

Thefaculty sdlary methodol ogy includestwo separate comparison ingtitution
groups—one each for the Cdifornia State University and the University of
Cdifornia. The procedures by which the systems collect data, and the tech-
niques used to analyze those data, have been designed and refined periodi-
caly by the Commission in consultation with the Commission’ s Faculty Sal-
ary Advisory Committee. The Committee includes representativesfrom the
CdiforniaState Univeraty, Univeraty of Cdifornia, the Department of Finance,
and the Office of the Legidative Andy<t, with the CdiforniaFaculty Associa-
tion included on the Committee as an observer. Asaresult, thefaculty sal-
ary methodology isreflective of several compromises among interested par-
tiesrather than the vison of any singleindividua or agency.

Thisyear’ smethodol ogy isunchanged from thelast severd years, and can be
found in consderable detail in severa previous Commission reports. These
include the June 1987 report Faculty Salary Revisions (CPEC 87-27), the
June 1989 report Revisions to the Commission’ s Faculty Salary Method-
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ology (CPEC 89-22), and the 1997 faculty salary report
(CPEC 97-2), which includes the most recent 1996-97
adjustments.

The methodology consists of two primary elements: (1)
collecting salary datafrom comparison ingtitutions; and
(2) acomputationd processthat involvesthe we ghting of
severd datadementsby variousfactors, such asthe num-
ber of faculty at each rank.

Display 1 below showsthe comparison inditutionsfor the
two university systems. The members of the
Commission’s Faculty Salary Advisory Committeefor-
mulated each list through extensive discussions and com-
promises. Inthe morethan 37 yearsthat the survey has
been conducted, each list has changed several times,
most recently in 1993-94 when three ingtitutionsin the
State University comparison group werereplaced. The
University of Cdifornialist isunchanged since 1988.

The computational process includes adetermination of
current average salaries, by rank, in both the California
systems and the comparison indtitutions, with each rank’s
average projected forward one year based on the previ-
ousfive-year growth rate. The projected 2003-04 aver-
age rank-by-rank salariesfor the comparison ingtitutions
are then compared to the current-year State University
and University averages. These averages are then com-
bined into an “ All Ranks Average’ for each comparison

group and each California system and compared for the
current and budget years. Comparing the projected av-
eragefor the comparison group next year with the current-
year average for the Cdifornia system produces the bud-

get-year “ parity figure.”

Faculty salarytrends

Display 2 on the next page showsthe Commission’ssa-
ary computationsfor each of thetwo public university sys-
tems, plusthe actual amounts granted, sincethe 1981-82
fiscd year.

During thefirst haf of the 1980s, the sdary lag between
CSU and its comparison group was cong stently smaller
than the comparablelag for UC and itsgroup. However,
by the late 1980s, this situation had reversed. During
Cdlifornia s severe economic recess on between 1991-92
and 1994-95, few if any faculty salary increases were
funded in State budgets. Thisworsened the compensa
tion deficiency between faculty at Cdifornia spublicin-
dtitutions and their comparison groupsto createthelarg-
est compensation disparity sncetheinflationary eraof the
1970s and early 1980s.

When California moved from recession to economic
boom in the mid 1990s, faculty received more competi-
tive percentage salary increases, with dightly larger in-

DISPLAY 1 Faculty Salary Comparison Institutions for the California State University and the University of

California

The California State University

University of California

Northeast Region

Bucknell University*

Rutgers, the State University of
New Jersey, Newark

State University of New Y ork,
Albany

Tufts University*

University of Connecticut

Southern Region
Georgia State University
George Mason University
North Carolina State University
University of Maryland,
Baltimore County

* |Independent Institution.

North Central Region

Cleveland State University

Illinois State University

LoyolaUniversity, Chicago*

Wayne State University

University of Wisconsin,
Milwaukee

Western Region

Arizona State University

Reed College*

University of Colorado, Denver
University of Nevada, Reno
University of Southern California*
University of Texas, Arlington

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission.

Harvard University*
Massachusetts Ingtitute
of Technology*
Stanford University*
State University of New Y ork,
Buffalo
University of Illinois, Urbana
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor
Univerdty of Virginia, Charlottesville
YaeUniversity*
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DISPLAY 2 Comparison of Faculty Salary Parity
Figures, with Actual Percentage Increases Provided,
1981-82 Through 2003-04

The Cdifornia University
State University of Cdifornia
Sdary Sday
Year Parity Figure  Increase  Parity Figure  Increase
1981-82 0.5% 6.0% 5.8% 6.0%
1982-83 23 0.0 9.8 0.0
1983-84 9.2 6.0 185 7.0
1984-85 7.6 10.0 10.6 9.0
1985-86 N/A 105 6.5 9.5
1986-87 6.9 6.8 14 5.0
1987-88 6.9 6.9 20 5.6
1988-89 4.7 4.7 30 3.0
1989-90 4.8 48 4.7 47
1990-91 4.9 49 4.8 48
1991-92 41 0.0 35 0.0
1992-93 6.0 0.0 6.7 0.0
1993-94 85 3.0 6.5 0.0
1994-95 6.8 0.0 12.6 3.0
1995-96 12.7 25 104 3.0
1996-97 9.6 4.0 10.3 5.0
1997-98 10.8 4.0 6.7 5.0
1998-99 11.2 57 4.6 45
1999-00 111 6.0 29 29
2000-01 8.9 6.0 3.0 3.0
2001-02 7.9 2.0 39 0.5
2002-03 10.6 2.0 6.9 0.5
2003-04 12.0 N/A 9.2 N/A

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission

creases accruing to faculty at the Cdifornia State Univer-
sity. Asaresult of thistrend, the parity figure declined
sgnificantly during this period for faculty at both univer-
sity systems. However recent and anticipated budget
congtraints have reversed the trend once again. The Uni-
versty of Cdifornia sparity gap last year was 6.9%, while
the currently projected lag is9.2% for 2003-04. At the
State Universty, faculty thisyear received an average sal-
ary increase of 2.0%; however, the lag increased from
10.6% last year to a projected 12.0% for the 2003-04
fiscd year.

It isimportant to understand the meaning of these“ par-
ity” numbers. Last year, when the Commission reported
an estimated lag of 10.6% for CSU faculty, it did not
mean that the State University’ sfaculty wasactudly paid
that percent lessthan their colleagues at comparablein-
stitutions. Thisfigure was a projection of apossiblefu-

ture (2002-03) increase based on observed trends over
afive-year period, with the assumption that State Univer-
sty salarieswould not increase at al in the 2002-03 fis-
cal year. The current lag -- discussed below for 2002-
03 -- can be quite different from the projected lag, and
normally shows alower percentage than anticipated for
the budget year, with the potential of there being no lag
aal.

Theparity figuresfor 2003-04
California Sate University

Digplay 3 on the next page showsthe parity caculations
for the California State University for the current (2002-
03) and budget (2003-04) years.

The“parity figure” for the State University system for
2003-04 is 12.0% -- the percentage by which average
sdariesin the State University would haveto increaseto
equal the average salaries projected to be paid by the
comparison ingtitutionsin 2003-04. 1t indicatesthat the
al ranksaverage sdary inthe current year is about 8.0%
below that currently paid by the comparison group.
These cdculations are based upon actua information re-
ceived from 15 of the State University’ s 20 comparison
ingitutions. Comparative saarieswere estimated for one
ingtitution. Estimates were madefor 5 of the State Uni-
verdty comparisoningitutions.

Displays4 and 5 on the following pages show rank-by-
rank and indtitution-by-indtitution slariesfor both the State
University and the comparison group for 1997-98 and
2002-03. Thesedataare used to determinethe five-year
compounded average growth rate that permits current-
year salaries to be projected into the budget year. The
shaded lines in both displays indicate the State
Universty’ spogtion for each rank and for al ranksrela-
tivetotheentirelist. It showsthat in 2002-03 on aver-
ageall State University faculty placed 12 in their rank-
ing with the comparison institution counterparts -- one
ranking bel ow the median.

For the current year, faculty at the professor and assstant
professor levels rank below the median, at the 17" and
14" places respectively. Conversaly, associate profes-
sors and instructors placed above the median at 11" and
8" places respectively. The State University’s overall
average remains near the median. The overall average
approaching the median is because the State University
has 47.8% of itsfaculty at the full professor rank, while
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DISPLAY 3 California Sate University Comparison Group Average Salaries, 1997-98 and 2002-03; Compound
Rates of Increase, Projected Comparison Group Average Salaries, 2003-04; and Projected CSU
Faculty Salary Percentage Increase Required to Attain Parity with the Comparison Group in 2003-04

Comparison Group Comparison Group Comparison Group

Average Salaries Average Salaries Compound Rate  Projected Salaries
Academic Rank 1997-98" 2002-03" of Increase 2003-04
Professor $79,474 $95,743 3.8% $99,377
Associate Professor $57,651 $69,076 3.7% $71,620
Assistant Professor $47,432 $57,101 3.8% $59,259
Instructor $37,280 $40,069 1.5% $40,651

Per centage Increase Required in
California State University Average

California State Comparison Group Salariesto Equal the Comparison
University Actual Average Salaries Institution Average
Average Salaries Actual Projected Actual Projected
Academic Rank 2002-03 2002-03 2003-04 2002-03 2003-04
Professor $83,409 $95,743 $99,377 14.8% 19.1%
Associate Professor $67,303 $69,076 $71,620 2.6% 6.4%
Assistant Professor $54,004 $57,101 $59,259 5.7% 9.7%
Instructor $41,686 $40,069 $40,651 -3.9% -2.5%
Weighted by State o
University Staffing $69,812 $76,866 $79,723 10.1% 14.2%
Weighted by Comparison
Institution Staffing $68,586 $74443  $77,201 8.5% 12.6%
All Ranks Average and
0 0
Net Percentage Amount 2 $69,505 $75049  $77,831 8.0% 12.0%
Institutional Current-Year
Staffing Pattern Associate Assistant
(Headcount Faculty) Pr of essor Professor Professor Instructor Total
California State University 5,630 2,073 3,521 558 11,782
Percent 47.8% 17.6% 29.9% 4.7%
Comparison Institutions 4,753 4,203 3,449 549 12,954
Percent 36.7% 32.4% 26.6% 4.2%

1. Weighted 58% high-cost institutions, 42% low-cost institutions.

2. "All-Ranks Average" salaries are derived by weighting the State University and Comparison Institutions by 75 % of their own staffing
pattern and 25% of the comparison institution's staffing pattern.

Source: CPEC staff analysis
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DISPLAY 4 California State University Comparison Institution Salary Data, by Rank, 1997-98
Professors Associate Professors Assistant Professors Instructors
Average Average Average Average Weighted Ave.
Institution No. Salary (rank) No. Salary (rank) No. Salary (rank) | No.  Salary (rank) Total Salary (rank)
Institution B 456 $88,295 (3) 349  $64544 (2) 190 $50,081 (4) | 10 $40,154 (7) 1,005 $72,344 (1)
Institution Q" 489 89,137 (2 354 63050 (3) 237 54926 (2 48 46,667 (3) 1,128 71,955 (2)
Institution J* 131 92,395 (1) 119 68564 (1) 105 55242 (1) 19 41,624 (6) 374 71,802 (3)
Institution P* 118 83,508 (6) 125 61,479 (4) 51 46434 (8) 2 53500 (1) 296 67,615 (4)
Institution K 460 79,856 (8) 348 57,236 (9 193 50551 (3) 7 39350 (8) 1,008 66,154 (5)
Institution N 247 79542 (9) 202 56,623 (11) 90 45198 (15) 0 0 - 539 65218 (6)
Institution R* 245 85,797 (4) 269 59,940 (5) 146 45,682 (13) 63 42,001 (5) 723 64,260 (7)
Institution M* 158 78,558 (10) 139 57,154 (10) 103 45,656 (14) 4 26,712 (18) 404 62,292 (8)
Institution S* 263 78,008 (11)| 251 59,180 () 206 46957 (6) | 21 42678 (4) 741 61,997 (9)
Institution G* 157 80,000 (7) 224 56,400 (12) 118 45,700 (12) 0 0o - 499 61,295 (10)
csu 6,587 $68,313 (17)| 2,008 $55284 (13)| 1,746 $44475 (17)| 217 $35032 (12)| 10558  $61,209 (11)
Institution C 8l 76,668 (12) 101 57,329 (8) 77 46,730 (7) 2 47738 (2 261 60,130 (14)
Institution F 222 84822 (5 260 57571 (7) 262 47,636 (5) 38 37,974 (9) 782 61,026 (12
Institution A 610 74124 (13) 458 55,045 (14) 248 45830 (11) 60 28,820 (17) 1,376 60,699 (13)
Institution L 50 69,195 (15) 27 50,766 (19) 27 43345 (18) 0 0 - 104 57,699 (15)
Institution T 265 66,923 (18)| 310 53,327 (15 123 45981 (10) 5 36582 (10) 703 57,048 (16)
Institution I* 118 73,210 (14) 131 51,264 (17) 92 45135 (16) 21 31,840 (14) 362 55,733 (17)
Institution D 172 66,340 (20)| 220 51,169 (18) 98 41,997 (20) 8 32666 (13) 498 54,307 (18)
Institution O 201 66501 (19)| 205 49,693 (20) 151 42,930 (19) 3 28999 (16) 560 53,791 (19)
Institution E" 120 68,785 (16) 124 51,942 (16) 110 46,106 (9) 56 35941 (11) 410 53120 (20)
Institution H 280 61,526 (21) 200 48430 (21) 210 40,591 (21) 11 30,395 (15) 701 51,030 (21)
Totals 4,843  $78,267 4,416  $57,011 2,837  $47,085 378  $37,774 12,474  $62,423
High cost 10 2,255  $83,907 2,085  $60,145 1,358  $48,868 244 $40,450 6,756  $57,852
Low cost 10 2,588 73,352 2,331 54,207 1,479 45,448 134 32,901 5,718 67,824
Total 4,843  $79,474 4,416  $57,651 2,837 $47,432 378  $37,280 12,474  $62,040

1. Universitieslocated in higher cost aress.

Source: The California State University, Office of the Chancellor



DISPLAY5  California State University Comparison Ingtitution Salary Data, by Rank, 2002-03
Professors Associate Professors | Assigtant Professors Ingtructors
Average Average Average Average Weighted Ave.
Intitution No. Salary (rank) | No. Salary(rank) | No. Salary(rank) | No. Salary (rank) | Total  Salary (rank)
Ingtitution Q" 540 $110,754 (2)| 335 $77,840 (4) 247 $68,926 (1) 46 $45112 (5) 1168 $89,883 (1)
Ingtitution J* 126 111453 (1) 95 8134 (1 71 63990 (2 31 43221 () 323 85630 (2
Ingtitution B 433 105419 (4)| 356 78226 (3) 288 62,021 (3) 15 64832 (1) 1092 84551 (3)
Ingtitution P* 132 97927 (6)| 125 79560 (2 71 56,863 (7) 0 0 - 328 82039 (4
Ingtitution K 488 94394 (10)] 340 68481 (10)| 256 60,235 (4) 10 47516 (4 1,094 77919 (5
Ingtitution N 229 95276 (9)| 196 67,007 (12)| 142 56,294 (10) 0 0 - 567 75,741 (6)
Ingtitution S+ 282 92280 (12)] 252 71,003 (5)| 206 56,639 (8) 34 5008l (3) 774 74013 (7)
Ingtitution M* 170 96031 (8)| 159 69460 (7) 135 52295 (17) 11 38948 (10) 475 73385 (8)
Ingtitution A 618 89415 (13)| 418 63653 (16)| 291 56452 (9) 45 34814 (14)| 1,372 72,784 (9)
Ingtitution R™ 245 99272 (5| 264 68699 (9) 210 51,873 (18) 91 42444 (7) 810 70,634 (10)
Ingtitution C 68 96800 (7)| 109 70,107 (6) 116 54,703 (13) 0 0o - 293 70,203 (11)
Csu 5630 $83409 (17)| 2,073 $67,303 (11)| 3521 $54,004 (14)| 558 $41,686 (8) | 11,782 $69,812 (12
Ingtitution I* 130 93038 (11)| 128 64,943 (15| 128 55613 (12 2 39622 (9 408 69,602 (13)
Ingtitution F* 179 108042 ()| 287 68741 (8 303 56989 (5| 114 36,610 (13 883 68527 (14)
Ingtitution T 236 83621 (16)| 267 65275 (13)| 242 56,943 (6) 10 36,830 (11 755 67,962 (15)
Ingtitution L 54 82461 (18) 22 62231 (17) 46 53243 (16) 0 0 - 122 67,796 (16)
Ingtitution G 157 84,064 (15| 214 61,131 (19 71 51,782 (19) 0 0 - 442 671,775 (17)
Ingtitution O 194 80,279 (20)] 166 59,050 (20)| 122 53843 (15) 0 0 - 482 66276 (18)
Ingtitution D 155 80,888 (19)| 186 61,346 (18)| 108 46564 (21) 1 60000 (2 450 64526 (19)
Ingtitution E* 108 87,235 (14)| 114 65187 (14)| 112 56083 (11)|] 119 36,780 (12 453 60,730 (20)
Ingtitution H 209 70,962 (21)| 170 55571 (21)| 284 48,814 (20) 0 0o - 663 57,528 (21)
Totals 4,753 $94,677 4203  $68,369 3449  $56,628 549 $40,570 12954  $73,717
High cost 10 2,323 $100,649 2042 $72234 1539 $58,586 369 $42,357 6,273 $77,651
Low cost 10 2430 88,968 2161 64,716 1910 55,050 180 36,909 6,681 64,428
Total 4,753  $95,743 4,203 $69,076 3449 $57,101 549  $40,069 12954  $72,097

1. Universitieslocated in higher cost aress.

2. Edtimated data
Source: The Cdlifornia State University, Office of the Chancellor
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the comparison ingtitutions, as agroup, have 36.7% of
their faculty at that rank.

University of California

This report contains current-year data from six of the
University of Caifornia seight comparison ingtitutions;
sdarieswere estimated for two indtitutions.

Display 6 on the next page showsthe parity caculations
for UC for both the current and budget years. For the
Univergty system, themethodology indicatesa* parity fig-
ure” of 9.2%, which isthe percentage amount by which
UC faculty will lag their counterpartsif no sdlary increase
isgranted for 2003-04. Thedisplay also showsthat Uni-
versity average salaries lag the comparison group by
4.5% in the 2002-03 fiscal year.

Display 7 presents 1997-98 and 2002-03 comparison
ingtitution data, by rank, and indicatesthat the University
has dightly improved the relative strength of itsmedian
position over the five-year period. Five years ago,
roughly $6,200 separated University salariesfromthein-
stitution just below it; today the University’ saverageis
about $3,600 higher than that institution. Thereisno
change from last year in the public/independent relation-
shiprelativeto faculty salaries—that is, each of the pri-
vate comparison ingtitutions pays more while each pub-
lic comparator pays|less.

The Universtiesrank-by-rank position relaivetoitscom-
parison ingtitutions is more consistent than it iswith the
State Universty. For example, wherein the current year
the Universty’ sal-ranks averageisat the median —fifth
of nineliged, including the University of Cdifornia—of the
comparisoninditutionslisted, it issxth for full professors,
sxth for associate professors, and fourth for assistant pro-
fessors. By contrast, the State University’ sall ranks av-
erageis 12thin the current year, but 17th for full profes-
sors, 11th for associate professors, and 14th for assistant
professors. The consistency of the University’ s position
occurs because the distribution of faculty at each profes-
sorid rank in that system issimilar to the distribution of
faculty at itseight comparison ingtitutions.

I ssues of competitiveness

The Commission believesthat any salary increase pro-
vided to faculty should take into consideration itsimpact
on students, including the quantity and quality of acom-
petent faculty However, current budget congtraints sug-
gest thet faculty a both the University of Cdiforniaand the
CdiforniaState Universty arelikely to receive minima or
no salary increases in 2003-04 commensurate with the
estimated lag of their respective comparison groups, in
large part because of the significant budget shortfall the
Stateisfacing during both the current and budgeted fis-
ca years. Theimplicationsof no or minimal salary in-
creases might put both the University and State Univer-
Sty at adisadvantage when retaining existing or recruit-
ing new faculty who are critical to meeting the needs of
students. If thelagistoo disparate, both University sys-
temscould losetheir best scholarsto ingtitutions offering
more competitive sdaries. Smilarly, when recruiting new
faculty, both systems must offer competitive packagesto
recent graduates and to highly prized scholars working
elsawhereto maketheir offers most attractive. A reduc-
tionin the number of existing faculty, or aninditution’ sin-
ability to attract qualified scholars, could affect student
access and undermine the quality of academic programs.

The current national recession may temper the negative
effects of small or no salary increases on the University
and State Univergty in the short term, in that many pub-
lic and private ingtitutions throughout the nation are dso
facing limited salary increases, in large part because of
major budget shortfallsin other states. However, once
the national economy improves, the state must consider
what levels of compensation are best for recruiting and
retaining faculty. Likewise, the State should recognize
that compensationisonly onefactor that faculty usewhen
consdering job offers. Other externdlities such as cost of
housing, quality of life, and climate often affect afaculty
member’ s decision when accepting anew position. The
Commission’s parity cdculationsfor the University and
State University provide only one measure of ingtitutiona
competitivenessfor employing such faculty.




DISPLAY 6 University of California Comparison Group Average Salaries, 1997-98 and 2002-03;
Compound Rates of Increase, Projected Comparison Group Average Salaries, 2003-04; and
Projected UC Faculty Salary Percentage Increase Required to Attain Parity with the Comparison
Group in 2003-04

Comparison Group

Average Salaries Compound Rate Comparison Group
Academic Rank 1997-98" 2002-03" of Increase Projected Salaries, 2003-04
Professor $96,499 $119,459 4.4% $124,669
Associate Professor $64,059 $80,606 4.7% $84,396
Assistant Professor $53,588 $67,544 4.7% $70,744

Percent Increase Required in
University Ave. Salariesto Equal

University of Comparison Group the Comparison Institution
Calif. Average Average Salaries Average
Salaries, Actual Projected Actual Projected
Academic Rank 2002-03 2002-03 2003-04 2002-03 2003-04
Professor $111,492 $119,459 $124,669 7.1% 11.8%
Associate Professor $72,965 $80,606 $84,396 10.5% 15.7%
Assistant Professor $64,576 $67,544 $70,744 4.6% 9.6%
Weighted by University of o5 797 $102,841 $107,424 7.4% 12.1%
California Staffing
Weighted by Comparison  ¢q; gg $97,568 $101,949 7.2% 12.1%
Institution Staffing
All Ranks Average/Net
9e $94,503 $98,886 $103,317 4.5% 9.2%
Percentage Amount
Institutional Budget-Year Staffing Pattern, Associate
(Full-Time-Equivalent Faculty) Pr ofessor Professor Assistant_Professor Total
University of California 3,976.3 1,250.2 1,084.6 6,311.2
Percent 63.0% 19.8% 17.2% 100.0%
Comparison Institutions 4,284.4 1,742.4 2,139.4 8,166.2
Percent 52.5% 21.3% 26.2% 100.0%

1. Weighted 50% public comparison institutions, 50% independent comparison institutions. The University of California Office of the President

reportsthat it has final survey results from seven of its eight comparison institutions and has estimated final results for the eighth institution.

2. All-Ranks Average derived by weighting University and Comparison Institutions by 75 percent of their own staffing pattern and 25 percent of the
other's staffing pattern.

Source: CPEC staff anaysis



DISPLAY 7 University of California Comparison Institution Average Salaries and Ranking, 1997-98 and

2002-03

“o ~ Associate Professor v Assistant Professor ~ Total Faculty v
1997-98 ,% Number Salary é Number Salary ggé Number Salary é Number Salary ggé
Institution A I 495  $108,751 2 136 $74,769 1 165 $59,787 2 796 $92,795 2
Institution H I 605 112639 1 133 63,202 4 183 58,723 3 | 921 94,787 1
Institution F I 547 104,674 3 163 70,373 2 174 60,898 1 | 884 89,733 3
Institution D I 364 103,046 4 95 60,804 6 176 50,056 7 | 635 82,039 4
Univ. of Calif. P | 3,290 93,697 5 | 1,204 62,695 5 | 1,070 54,986 4 | 5,563 79,545 5
Institution E P 700 88,616 6 | 370 65239 3 345 51,104 5 | 1,415 73,357 6
Institution B P 432 86,676 7 | 262 59,788 7 224 49,198 8 | 919 69,865 7
IngtitutionG | P 840 82,489 9| 494 58,211 8 376 50,575 6 | 1,709 68,459 8
IngtitutionC | P 296 82,808 8 | 218 56,313 9 161 46,335 9 | 675 65549 9

Totals 4,279.0 $96,499 1,871.5 $64,059 1,803.5 $53,588 7,954.0 $80,100
“o ~ Associate Professor v Assistant Professor ~ Total Faculty v
2002-03 ,% Number Salary é Number Salary ggé Number Salary é Number Salary ggé
Institution H I 607 $145572 1 109 $88,776 2 240 $78784 1| 956 $122,329 1
Institution A I 500 131,364 2 136 96,508 1 202 75159 3 | 838 112,159 2
Institution F I 490 126,827 4 173 86,886 3 183 78,646 2 | 846 108,237 3
Institution D I 407 129,102 3 68 79,338 5 199 63,993 6 674 104,858 4
Univ. of Calif. P 3,976 111,492 6 1,250 72,965 6 1,085 64576 4 6,311 95,797 5
IngtitutionE> | P | 702 113360 5 | 327 79,750 4 | 390 64,280 5 | 1,419 92,128 6
Institution B P| 470 102,548 7 | 263 70,092 7 229 58358 9 | 961 83156 7
IngtitutionG | P | 812 99,843 9 | 442 68,986 9 504 59,908 7 | 1,758 80,634 8
IngtitutionC*> | P | 297 101,828 8 | 224 70,366 8 193 58,943 8 714 80,365 9

Total 42844  $119,459 1,742.4  $80,606 2,139.4  $67,544 8,166.2  $98,531

1. | =Independent; P = Public.

2. Estimated data.

Source: University of California, Office of the President.






